The issue on the merits is whether Mr. Jones' refusal
to continue to work overtime under the circumstances herein
was an activity protected by section 105(c) of the Act and,
it so, was his removal from the partnership D & R Contrac-
tors motivated in any part by that protected activity.
Whether the activity was protected depends on whether Jones
entertained a "reasonable, good faith belief that a hazard11
existed at the time he refused to continue working overtime.
Robinette, supra, at page 810,  In Rpbinette, the Commission
defined the good faith requirement as an "honest belief that
a^hazard exists." In explaining the "reasonableness" por-
tion of the test, the Commission rejected the adoption of a
stringent rule requiring "objective, ascertainable evidence"
to corroborate the validity of the miners' fear.  Robinette,
at p. 811.  The Commission held that the "reasonableness"
test may be met through evidence establishing "that the
miners1 honest perception was a reasonable one under the
circumstances."  See also Secretary on behalf of Pratt v.
River Hurricane Coal Company, 5 FMSHRC 1529 (1983) and Hare
v. _Magma Copper Co. , 4 FMSHRC 1935 (1982).  On the facts of
this particular case, I do indeed find that Mr. Jones enter-
tained a good faith, reasonable belief that to continue
working in his condition would have been unsafe.

It is not disputed that Jones had worked from 7:15 on
the morning of April 25, until about 5:00 p.m. that day with
only a one-half hour break for lunch.  Furthermore, it is
not disputed that during the course of that almost 10-hour
work shift, Jones was performing a variety of strenuous phys-
ical tasks in the difficult environment of a 26-inch seam of
"low coal."  These activities included setting timbers,
dragging water pumps, shoveling coal from the ribs, hauling
a 75 pound coal drill and its cable, untangling the cable,
pushing a 60 pound box of dynamite, drilling and blasting,
rock dusting with 50 pound bags of rock dust, and setting
ventilation curtains.  Jones maintains that by 5:00 p.m., he
was so tired he could "hardly get around" and his ability to
concentrate was "not too good." The dangers existing for
miners and particularly for a shot firer handling explosives
under such conditions are obvious.

As the shot firer, Jones was also exposed to blasting
powder.  It is not disputed that continued exposure to the
chemicals in blasting powder may induce headaches and that
Jones had such a headache. Jones also felt "lousy" that day
because he was Still recovering from the flu.  The duplicate
certificate in evidence shows that on April 14,(1983, Jones
had in fact been treated for the flu by R. D. Pitman, M.D.

Accordingly, when Perkins asked Jones to continue work-
ing overtime after the mining crew had already completed a
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